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there was no extension of time or other new consideration. The deed was 
under seal. The statute provides that "The use of private seals upon all 
deed's, mortgages, leases, bonds, and other instruments and contracts in 
writing, is hereby abolished, and the addition of a private seal to any such 
instrument or contract in writing hereafter made shall not affect its validity 
or legality in any respect." Pierce's Wash. Code, § 4438. Held, that the 
seal itself imports a consideration. Golle v. State Bank of Wilson Creek 
et al., (1909), — Wash. — , 100 Pac. 984. 

This case affords an illustration of the limited effect given by the courts 
to statutes concerning the use of the seal. Under the statute of Texas, 
which provides that "no private seal or scroll shall be necessary to the valid- 
ity of any contract, bond or conveyance * * * except such as are made by 
corporations, nor shall the addition or omission of a seal or scroll in any way 
affect the force and effect of the same," it was held that an unsealed deed of 
^conveyance was nevertheless within the common law rule that an undis- 
closed principal when subsequently discovered cannot be held liable on a 
contract entered into by his agent, if the contract be under seal. Sanger v. 
Warren, 91 Tex. 472, 44 S. W. 477, 66 Am. St. Rep. 913. Under the statute 
of Michigan, which provides that no bond, deed or conveyance, * * * 
shall be deemed invalid for want of a seal or scroll, it is held that unsealed 
instruments of such nature as at common law would have been under seal, 
may be enforced by an action of covenant. Rondot v. Rogers Tp., 99 Fed. 
202; Jerome v. Orttnan, 66 Mich. 668, 33 N. W. 759. In the principal case 
the court rests its decision upon the authority of the prior decisions of 
Considine v. Gallagher, 31 Wash. 669, 72 Pac. 469, and Monro v. National 
Surety Co., 47 Wash. 488, 92 Pac. 280. In neither of these decisions does the 
court enter into any discussion of the meaning of the statute ; but merely 
says that the common law rule that a seal imports consideration has not 
been changed. 

Divorce — Adultery — Consent of Plaintiff. — A New York statute pro- 
vides that where a divorce for adultery is sought, it is incumbent upon the 
part of the complaining party to prove that the adultery was without the 
plaintiff's consent, connivance, privity or procurement. The plaintiff aban- 
doned her husband solely because her love for him had ceased. In a pro- 
ceeding for divorce based on the ground of adultery, held, if the plaintiff 
knew, as she said she did, that, by her leaving her husband without cause, 
he would naturally seek the embraces of other women, she consented, 
connived at, procured and was privy to the adulterous act complained of. 
Richardson v. Richardson (1906), 114 N. Y. Supp. 912. 

The principle announced in this case extends farther perhaps than that 
in any case reported. However, when it appears that desertion was the 
cause of the misconduct of the respondent, the court will deny a divorce on 
the ground that the complaining party has been guilty of connivance, or 
conducing to the acts complained of. Forrest v. Forrest, 8 B. C. 19; Bore- 
ham v. Boreham, L. R. 1 P. & D. 77; Mayer v. Mayer, 5 Ohio Dec. (Re- 
print) 444. It is an established principle that when the facts show that the 
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wife's conduct was directed by corrupt intention or consent, and was the 
cause of the husband's conduct of which she complains, a divorce will not 
be granted to her. Ross v. Ross, L. R. I P. & D. 734; Yorston v. Yorston, 
32 N. J. Eq. 49s ; Bleck v. Bleck, zj Hun (N. Y.} 296. See Williamson v. 
Williamson, 7 P. D. 76. While the cases cited discuss the principle involved 
in the principle case, none of them is directly in point as the circumstances 
differ. Nevertheless it seems that the decision cannot be justified in prin- 
ciple. 

Elections — Qualification of Voters — Payment of Taxes — Payment 
by Unauthorized Person. — B paid the taxes of 515 persons to qualify those 
persons as voters under the Const. Amend., art. 7, § 1, providing that, "no 
person shall at any time be allowed to vote in the election of the city coun- 
cil of any city * * * unless he shall within the year next preceding 
have paid a tax assessed upon his property." * * * The payment was 
without the authority of the said taxpayers and, further, B was without 
knowledge for whom the said taxes were paid. It appeared that 467 of these 
persons voted and this number of ballots exceeded the majority received by 
the parties supposedly elected. Held, that the payment of a person's taxes, 
ai qualification to vote, by one not authorized by him to do so, does not 
confer the right of suffrage on that person otherwise qualified. The election 
was quashed. Lennon v. Board of Canvassers and Registration of City of 
Pawtucket et al., (1909), — R. I. — , 72 Atl. 398. 

The general principle is that "though a tax which is assessed upon one 
person is paid for him by another without his previous authority, yet if he 
recognizes the act, and repays or promises to repay the amount on the 
ground that such person acted as his agent, 'he thereby acquires the same 
right to vote as if he had paid the tax with his own hand." Humphrey v. 
Kingman et al., 46 Mass. (5 Mete.) 162; State v. Dillon, 32 Fla. 545, 22 L. 
R. A. 124 ; In re White's Election, 4 Pa. Dist. R. 363 ; Whittaker v. Watson 
et al., 68 Ark. 555, 60 S. W. 652; McCrary, Elections, § no, p. 8b. The 
case in question does not militate against this general principle. The pre- 
cise point in the case has rarely been before the courts and, consequently, 
there is a great scarcity of authority on it. In fact, the Supreme Court of 
Rhode Island do not cite a single case in their opinion. The few cases to 
be found show two points of view. The first and correct view is that such 
a law was adopted for the purpose of obtaining a purer ballot and a pub- 
licly interested electorate. The case under discussion falls in this class. 
In re White's Election, supra; Whittaker v. Watson,, supra; Humphrey v. 
Kingman, supra. The second viewpoint is that the purpose and object of 
the above constitutional provision is effected, if the tax is paid. United 
States v. Foster, 6 Fed. 247. The court, in the preceding case, goes so far in 
the instruction to the jury as to say: "If a citizen's tax has been paid and 
he is otherwise qualified then, by that fact, he becomes a qualified voter," 
even though the voter has impliedly or expressly promised in return to vote 
in a certain way, and although such a transaction is punishable as crime. In 
re Dauphin County Election, n Phila. 645, 32 Leg. Int. 59; Gillen et al. v. 
Armstrong, 12 Phila. 626, 35 Leg. Int. 282. 



